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versions of feminist theory, pinpointing those aspects of organizational feminist work most likely to be of interest to organizational critical theorists. Next, common criticisms offeminist theory from some critical theorists are evaluated, to determine which are• justified. Those parts of feminist theory that do not fit these criticisms have the most obvious synergies with critical theory.
Commonalities Between Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Alvesson and Deetz (1996) list the major achievements of Critical Theory as including: the skewing of historical discourse through reification, the universalization of sectional interests, the domination of instrumental reasoning, and the critique of hegemony, including the study of how consent to domination is orchestrated and the' ways the subjugated participate in their own subjugation. Feminist theory has addressed some of these concerns more thoroughly than others, suggesting overlapping areas of concern as well as ways these two traditions could learn from each other.
The skewing of historical discourse through reification A primary concern of feminist theory has been the reification and dichotomization of such concepts as male and female, objectivity and subjectivity, competition and cooperation, and rationality and emotionality. Feminists tend to see these dichotomies as socially constructed, ambiguous, and misleading. Post-structural feminists, in particular, have cogently deconstructed these concepts, and attributes associated with them, showing how dichotomies have gendered associations that devalue the one of these paired concepts that is generally associated with the feminine (e.g. Irigaray, 1 985b; Kristeva, 1977) . For example, the dichotomy between rationality (attributed to males) and emotionality (attributed to females) has lead to a "valorization" of rationality, a tendency Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 5 to see rationality as quite separate from emotions, with a concomitant devaluing of emotions (e.g., J. Martin, Knopoff, and Beckman, 1998; Mumby and Putnam, 1992) .
Feminists have shown how such reifications are reflected in ostensibly gender-neutral organizational theories, such as the work of Weber, Minzberg, and the leadership theorists (e.g. Acker and Van Houten, 1974; Calas, 1987 Calas, , 1993 J. Martin and Knopoff, 1997) .
The universalization of sectional interests Whereas Critical Theorists have explored the ways managerial interests have been represented as the interests of all employees, feminist scholars have explored how the interests ofmen have been assumed or asserted to be universal, silencing the voices and ignoring the concerns of women (e.g. Bambara, 1970; De Beauvoir, 1972 /1949 . More recent feminist scholarship has traced the universalization of sectional interests in genderedjob descriptions (e.g. Acker, 1990; Collinson, Knights, and Collinson, 1990") , gendered organizational cultures (e.g. Gherardi, 1995; Mills, 1988) , and the results of ostensibly gender neutral research (e.g. Acker and Van Houten, 1974; J. Martin, 1994) .
Feminist research has repeatedly and powerfully revealed gendered interests hidden in ostensibly gender-neutral language and practices. These are all ways of challenging attempts to universalize sectional interests.
The domination of instrumental reasoning
The domination of instrumental reasoning is evident in organizational theory broadly defined, where it usually surfaces as a concern with the financial well-being of an organization, or the productivity of employees. This same kind of instrumental focus is also evident in some organizational feminist work, particularly that which takes a liberal Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 6 approach to change and/or focuses on women in management or individual career success. For example, when feminist theorists describe gender inequalities, the focus is often on on instrumental factors, such as pay or promotions. Some feminists justif~' gender equity by claiming it would improve productivity and financial performance. It is important to distinguish between these kinds of instrumental factors and material concerns that are framed in terms ofmeeting people's economic needs for survival.
Given the feminization ofpoverty on a global scale, for example, a focus on material issues is called for in some contexts. Nevertheless, Critical Theory is generally more attuned than feminist theory to the dangers inherent in accepting a primary focus on organizational performance or individual career advancement, particularly given Critical
Theory's insightful work, for example, on the dangers ofconsumerism.
The critique of hegemony, including the study of how consent to domination is orchestrated and the ways the subjugated participate in their own subjugation
In one sense, all of feminist theory is a critique of patriarchal"' forms of hegemony. In addition, Marxist/socialist feminists, post-structural feminists, and some feminists studying alternative organizational structures have put a critique of all forms of hierarchical hegemony at the forefront of their scholarship. Feminist critiques of hegemony focused on discourse, communication, and textual analysis are also plentiful (e.g. Irigaray, 1985a and b).
Feminists have done less extensive analysis of how women and men are complicit in their own gendered subjugation (c.f. De Beauvoir, 1972 /1949 Collinson, Knights, and Collinson, 1990) . There is relatively little feminist work explicitly focused on false consciousness or the micro-processes that engineer consent (e.g. Foucault, 1977) to Page 7 gendered arrangements (cf. J. Martin and Meyerson, 1998) . Critical theorists (e.g. Jennier, 1985) have expressed some discomfort with the elitism ofresearchers speaking for the disadvantaged, as in false consciousness. Nevertheless, some critical theorists have found ways to explore rather than avoid these difficulties (e.g. Willis, 1981/197.7) that could be useful for feminist scholarship.
Change as a Weak Point in Feminist and Critical Scholarship
There is another commonality that feminist theory and Critical Theory share. This commonality, however, is a shared weakness. Both traditions share a commitment to system change, and yet neither tradition offers a generally accepted solutionto the problem of how to achieve system change. Both offer ideological critiques, and bothwith some important exceptions --stop short of action plans and recommendations.
Feminist theory is, in some ways, surprisingly optimistic. It seeks ways to change gender relations, even though feminist scholarship has convincingly documented that in all societies historians and anthropologists have studied, men dominate women (Rosaldo and Lamphere, 1974) . The division of labor between men and women may vary, the justifications given forthat division may differ, but --no matter if women do the hunting orthe housekeeping, no matter if women ormen have primaryresponsibility for growing food or cooking it --men hold more power than women. In spite ofthis evidence of widespread gender-related inequality, feminist theorists continue to seek to change the gender order.
Given the conclusions of feminist anthropologists, it is not surprising that feminist scholarship has been more successful in exposing and critiquing gender inequalities than in finding effective, long-term ways of reducing or eradicating them. With the exception Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 8 of socialist-feminists, and those who advocate the creation of separatist, egalitarian havens, few feminist scholars have offered radical, action-oriented recommendations for system change, preferring instead to rely on ideological critique (e.g., Ferguson, 1984, pp. ix, x).
Most varieties ofcritical theory limit their approaches to system change in a similar manner, offering impressive critiques of existing inequalities and inequities, but comparatively modest and limited approaches to delineating the route to emanicipatory change, including calling for a more enlightened form ofpractice orusing Habermas'
ideal speech situation to challenge ideas and attitudes. Alvesson and Willmott (1996, p. 18) argue that "The intent of [critical theory] is not to indulge in the Utopianproject of eliminating hierarchy, removing specialist divisions of labour or even abolishing the separation ofmanagement and other forms of work." Fournier and Gray (2000, p. 24) take the position that "[Critical Management Studies] is expressly 'anti-management': its task is not to reform management towards some more humane or ethically minded activity, but to undermine it (and maybe ultimately, if naively, to dethrone it) through critique." (Italics added.) The work of Foucault can be similarly characterized; his critique of existing arrangements is devastating, but his treatment of resistance to change, or system change itself, is controversially rather minimal.
There are versions of critical theory that take a more radical and more actionoriented approach to system change. Work in the industrial relations tradition, for example, has explored work slow downs, sabotage, strikes, and other forms of collective action. Marxist and neo-Marxist versions of critical theory take a more structural approach to system change, focusing on material aspects of ownership and contradictions Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 9 inherent in the capitalist system that have the possibility of generating massive, revolutionarychange. These more radical, action oriented versions of critical theory generate critiques from other critical theorists, disputes that are beyond the scope of this chapter. Given this debate within critical theory, it seems fair to conclude that the issue of change remains problematic for Critical Theory, critical theory, and feminist theory, but that the critical theory work that is most radical and action-oriented might have useful reverberations with the similarly radical feminist work, particularly that of feminist separatists and socialist-feminists.
EvaluatingFeminist Change Strategies
In spite of this tendency formuch of feminist work to focus on ideational approaches to system change, there are at least six well-established feminist research streams that take a more action-oriented approach to system change. Below this feminist change literature is reviewed, exploringhow these research streams are relevant to the concerns of critical theorists.
The first four of the six change strategies, and the analysis of their shortcomings, were developed by faculty at the Simmons Center for Gender in Organizations (e.g. Coleman and Rippin, 2000; Ely and Meyerson, 2000a, 2000b; Meyerson and Kolb, 2000) . The last two of the six strategies are added to represent more radical feminist approaches to change. These six strategies are (using a mixture of my labels and those of 
Fixing individual women
This strategy is the primary approach of many organizations that seek to hire and retain more women employees, especially in previously male-dominated positions. The "Fixing the women" strategy relies heavily on group training and individual advising to help women address their "weaknesses." For example, if women don't feel they will be able to gain a promotion, or don't want the advance once they get it, they are given self- women (e.g. Reskin and Roos, 1990; Strober, 1984) . In part because of this occupational Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 11 sex segregation, gendered norms have emerged, and everyday policies and practices in organizations, particularly in male-dominated positions, are often more comfortable for men than forwomen (e.g. Gherardi, 1995; Mills, 1988) .
"Fixing the women" assumes that if women aspire to male-dominated jobs, they must learnto act as the men in those jobs do. However, women who act like men are often disliked and disrespected (e.g. "What is considered assertive for a man is considered aggressive for a woman") (e.g. Kanter, 1977) . In any case, most women will be less successful than most men, in acting like a man. Thus, women are more likely to fail if a "Fixing the women" strategy is adopted. If they succeed, they do so by learning to act like men, assimilating to male norms. It is therefore not unexpected to find that such "pioneer" women often do little to help the women who would follow in their wakes (e.g. Ely, 1995) , and are likely to see the system that fostered their own success as meritocratic and gender neutral. Furthermore, those few women who do manage to enterpreviously male-dominated positions, often find that their triumph is temporary because they are subjected to extreme scrutiny and criticism, and --all too often -ultimately forced out in some disgrace (e.g. Kanter, 1977) .
"Fixing the women" change strategies are often focused mainly on managerial women, in part because of the costs ofproviding special training and assistance. To the extent that a change strategyhas a managerial focus, it is important to note that the beneficiaries will be predominantly white, middle class women. Working class women have fewer opportunities for promotion into managerial ranks, have fewer well paid options elsewhere, may be more dependent on seniority and pensions, and are more likely to work in "pink velvet ghettos," that is mostly female-dominated job categories (e.g.
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Page 12 Reskin and Roos, 1990; Strober, 1984) . In such female jobs, there is no pressure to conform to male norms, but there is also little opportunity to escape traditional feminine behavioral expectations and pay limitations (e.g. Young, 1991) .
Women who are members ofracial, religious, or ethnic minorities suffer the double jeopardy of both sex and other forms of inequality, and formany minority women, genderedinequalities may be of secondary importance. In addition, the pernicious effects of gender inequities may surface with a different form and intensity for minority women (e.g. Collins, 1991; Lorde 1983) . For example, because white men may view minority women as unsuitable marriage prospects, sexual harassment ofminority women often takes a more hostile, less ostensibly "romantic," and more dehumanizing form (Hurtado, 1999) . Efforts to "fix women" are seldom tailored to take into account the specialized difficulties of minority women. For working class and minority women, then, "Fixing the women" may be a particularly unhelpful change strategy.
Stereotypical images ofmasculinity (be tough, don't show emotions other than anger, aggression, and competitiveness, etc.) (Kerfoot and Knights, 1993) are also left unchanged by this strategy. As recent research on masculinities has shown, on the shop floor (Collinson, 1988) and in the managerial and professional ranks (e.g. Collinson and Knights, 1986; Collinson and Hearn, 1996) , such images of masculinity are constraining for men as well as their female co-workers. In summary, both men and women remain trapped when "Fixing the women" is the approach taken.
Valuing the feminine
The Simmons researchers define this strategy as focusing on characteristics that are traditionally seen as "feminine," such as being empathetic, sympathetic, nurturing,
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Page 13 non-competitive, deferential, and having good listening skills. Noting that these characteristics have been often devalued, this change strategy seeks to revalue them, as equal or even superior to traditionally masculine characteristics, such as competitiveness, aggressiveness, etc.
There are many limitations of this approach. It reinforces stereotypes that do not acknowledge the variations in the actual behaviors of men and women, underestimating the variance within a category and failing to acknowledge the ways categories overlap (e.g. Fondas, 1997) . Furthermore, stereotypes ofwomen vary. For example, AfricanAmerican women often have to cope with the harmful limitations of stereotypes such'as Jezebel, the temptress, and Mammy, the all-understanding, endlessly nurturing servant (Nkomo, 1992) . White women cope with an array of stereotypes as well, including the cute pet, the iron maiden, the mother, and the seductress (Kanter, 1977) . Women who do not conform to stereotypical preconceptions 'are sometimes ignored, disparaged, and misperceived.
Especially when women work in positions where th~formal job requirements or informal norms create pressure to conform to feminine stereotypes, various demeaning interactions become expected. The work of secretaries and service workers includes sexualized rituals of deference and flirtation (Hall, 1993; Pringle, 1988) 'v Female faculty members who become administrators often feel tacitly or explicitly pressured to take the role of "office wife," caring forneglected student concerns and making sure necessary administrative work gets done, freeing their male administrative colleagues for long term strategy meetings and political alliance building (Huff, 1990) . The "Valuing the feminine" change strategy fosters little change, and to the extent it reinforces gendered Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 14 stereotypes, it is severely constraining, providing excuses for the underpayment and subordination of women.
Adding women and stirring (minimal structural change ) This change strategyalters a few rules, practices, and structures, so that women are allowed to enter positions previously closed to them, but, as the Simmons group observes, the basics ofbureaucratic organizational structure (e.g. hierarchy, division of labor, gendered organizational norms, etc.) are left largely untouched. This strategy assumes that hiring women into previously male-dominated jobs is equivalent to giving them "equal opportunity" to succeed. Recruitment, ratherthan retention and prornotion~is the focus of this strategy.
This is a difficult strategy to enact, in part because it is difficult to get women to apply forjobs that have previously been held, mostly, by males. If women are responsible formost housework and dependent care --and most women, even in dual career partnerships, are (Hochschild, 1989 ) --they may be unwilling or unable to accept ajob that has been previously held mostly by men, especially if that job requires long hours, weekend and evening work, or extensive travel. In addition, women may (sometimes realistically) fear that they will be subject to isolation, hostility, sexual harassment, or unfair performance evaluations. They may not apply becausejob descriptions or interviews include code words ("competitive," "aggressive leadership style") or pronouns ("We expect that he...") that signal that male applicants are preferred (e.g. Collinson, Knights, and Collinson, 1990; Marshall, 1984) .
Some of these problems can be addressed (through "Fixing the women" strategies orby small structural changes, such as rewording job descriptions to remove gendered Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 15 "code words"). However, even if women do apply for and enter male-dominated positions, they must operate at a disadvantage that is often invisible, to themselves and to others. For example, when a woman is a "solo," (that is, one or one of a very few women in a male-dominatedjob), her performance will be much more carefully scrutinized and there is a strong probability that her performance will be evaluated in a biased fashion (Kanter, 1977; Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff and Ruderman, 1978 Meyerson, 2000a Meyerson, , 2000b Meyerson and Kolb, 2000) . Rather than changing formal policies or structures, this fourth change strategy focuses on changing relatively small aspects of an organization's culture, aspects that are selected because they have deeply embedded implications for gender relations. For example, in a manufacturing plant, teams of assembly line workers were strictly sex segregated. Leaders of these teams
were men who used a rather authoritarian style of management. After some training that heightened awareness of gender equity issues, the Simmons researchers introduced mixed Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 16 sex teams and rotating leadership, permitting some women to hold leadership positions for.the first time. Productivity increased, thereby achieving the dual objectives of the' Simmons group's fourth change strategy: greater gender equity and greater efficiency.
When the Simmons researchers introduced a number ofthese "small wins" experimental projects within the same corporation, they found that formost of the projects, gender equity goals faded in salience (were forgotten); reasons for continuing or aborting the projects revolved almost completely around efficiency and productivity issues (e.g. Coleman and Rippen, 2000) .
In a second example of this strategy, Bailyn (1993) studied engineers building a complex software system. The engineers complained about the need to work long hours, put in "face time" at the office, and deal with constant interruptions. Many female engineers, and to a lesser extent many of their male colleagues involved in dual career partnerships, found the long hours especially difficult, given their family responsibilities.
Bailyn and her colleagues collaborated with employees in designing a remedy that was apparently gender neutral: to set aside mornings for uninterrupted work, asking all the engineers to save their questions and meetings for the afternoons. These new time management norms benefited all concerned. Long hours decreased because work was completed more efficiently, and demands for "face time" decreased, to the relief, especially, ofwomen with families and men in dual career partnerships. Although this change strategy was designed, in part, to improve gender equity, its rationale was described primarily in terms of efficiency and productivity goals, because it was thought by the researchers that this would increase its chances ofbeing accepted.
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Limitations of this gender equity change strategy include a lack of attention to men's gender-related difficulties, the small scale of the changes implemented, and the fact that instrumental objectives showed a tendency to take precedence over gender equity goals. Although the dual objective focus of this fourth change strategyis controversial, it is important to note that few organizations would be willing to contemplate~sti-ch interventions unless some organizational performance improvement were likely. In addition, if a series of small wins is to have a cumulative effect on gender equity, longterm time investment is required. attempts to separate the public and the private spheres (e.g. Ferree and P.Y. Martin, 1995) . In many such feminist organizations, there is an explicit commitment that feminist goals will take precedence over organizational performance objectives, such as efficiency or profitability.
Feminist organizations include public sector endeavors, such as battered women's shelters and political action collectives, as well as businesses, particularly those that market to feminist customers (e.g. Epstein, Russell, and Silvern, 1988; Ferree and P.Y. Martin, 1995) . There are relatively few such feminist organizations, and most are small.
Many are largely or exclusively founded and staffed by women (Valentine and McIntosh, 1990) , providing a safe haven where feminists and others can earn their livings without having to cope with the problems described in previous strategy descriptions.
Given that this fifth strategy does not give priority to organizational performance objectives, over other feminist concerns, it is not surprising that most of these organizations find it difficult to survive, financially, for the long term. The intense personal relationships that such organizations foster can, and often do, breed intense interpersonal conflicts, particularly around those individuals who play more of a leadership role or work harder and longer than others, making some of these feminist organizations seem to be unpleasant places to work (e.g. Valentine and McIntosh, 1990; Farrell, 1995) . It is difficultto enact egalitarian values when some organizational members consistently offer greater time commitment and expertise. In spite of Acker's (1990) admonitions for feminists to keep their eyes on class issues at all times (see also Pollert, 1996) , all too often, class differences among women prove to be the critical weakness of these feminist organizations because well-intentioned, white middle class Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 19 feminists fail to anticipate, comprehend, and deal effectively with the needs and values of their working class female co-workers (e.g. Tom, 1995) . When feminist organizations do survive, like non-feminist collectives, they do provide a haven for their members, but their small scale, limited focus, and separatism tends to limit the amount of influence they have on surroundingpeople and institutions.
Transforming gendered society
This sixth feminist change strategyfocuses on transforming the gendered aspects of society, rather than attempting to alter individuals or single organizational contexts,
paying particular attention to class-based sources of inequality (e.g. Pollert, 1996) . This ambitious change strategy crosses institutional boundaries (involving for example religious, government, educational, and corporate entities), seeking the dual objectives of the fourth change strategy: (1) gender equity and (2) at least sufficient economic efficiency forpeople's needs to be met.
No large scale, long-term successful examples of this sixth strategy exist, although smaller scale, partial successes have been recorded. In South Africa the federal government has created gender equity task forces. These task forces include both men and women, who have been empowered, to some extent, to ensure that the national transformation ofrace relations and economic power includes a transformation in gender relations, for both men and women. The scale of societal transformation in South Africa has opened the door, many think, to changes in gender relations that would, in a more stable society, be more difficult to implement. It may be that wide spread social turmoil, affecting one ofthese dimensions of inequality, loosens interdependencies, so changes along other dimensions of inequality become possible~Another exampleo of strategy Relationships among these feminist chanae strategies
Relationships among these six strategies are worth noting. There is a big gap between the liberalism of the first three strategies (orthe incrementalism of the first four strategies), and the more radical change sought in "Creating new organizational structures" and "Transforming gendered society." The latter two strategies are relatively more congruent with critical theory, although the feminist research that points out the shortcomings of the first three strategies is also, in a different way, consistent with the spirit of critical thinking.
The strategies are also, in practice, hard to separate. Often, one leads directly to another. For example, when the third strategy, "Adding women and stirring," is adopted, problems usually become evident rapidly, and "Fixing the women" is often implemented shortly thereafter. The second strategy, "Valuing the feminine," is in some ways a weaker version of the fifth strategy, "Creating new organizational structures," especially when those new structures have mostly female members. In some ways, it is the relationships among these strategies, rather than evaluations of their separable effectiveness, that is of most interest7 11' Once again, critical theory might well offer helpful insights into these issues. None ofthese six strategies has had, so far, an impressive record of success, as all encounter resistance. However, in accord with the fourth strategy's emphasis on the importance of small wins (see also Fournier and Grey, 2000, pp. 21, 21) , the combination of these strategies, used in different contexts with differing levels of success, has created some progress. Cross-national comparisons, particularly in some sectors (like public sector work in Scandinavia and Australia) where women have made major advances, would be useful. It is clear that study of a wider range of change processes, including collective action, work slow downs, sabotage, protests, community organizing techniques, major structural changes, as well as aspects of more conventional models of organizational development techniques, would help feminist theorists achieve more of their change objectives. Some critical theorists have long been dealing with this wider scope of change processes, and so the synergies possible might well be useful and important to both traditions of inquiry.
The Separate Development ofFeminist and Critical Theories
If feminist theory and critical theory share so many issues of concern, and if feminist change strategies can be usefully criticized and strengthened by drawing on critical research, it is hard to understand why the two traditions have developed so independently. Although critical theory is an older intellectual tradition, it seems reasonable to expect that contemporary critical theory and feminist theory would cite each other's work and build theoretical synergies between the two traditions. This has not Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 22
happened to a substantial extent. An index in a critical theory book usually will include few names of female scholars, few mentions of the words "sex" or "gender," and few ideas taken from feminist work. When critical theory publications do offer an extended discussion of feminist ideas, it is often relegated to a footnote, a parenthetical aside, a list of "also relevant" types of literature, or at best a separate chapter -forms of marginalization that can inadvertently serve as a justification for excluding gender issues from the rest ofthe text.
Unfortunately, feminist theorists are just as likely to fail to cite and integrate critical theory literature, even when that work is of central, explicit concern to feminist ideas (e.g. Alvesson and Billing, 1997, p. 186) . Feminist theorists also tend to marginalize relevant critical theory in lists ofrelated literature, parenthetical asides, and footnotes. Extended discussions of the relevance of critical work to feminist thinking are unfortunately rare, even in sections or chapters that are kept separate from the rest of a text.
Thus, feminist theorists generally treat critical theory, and critical theorists generally treat feminist theory, as separate and unequal. As race relations in the U.S. have
shown, separate-but-equal may sound desirable to some, but dichotomies that delineate difference tend to evolve into inequalities. When critical theorists integrate feminist work, and when feminist theorists do the same for critical work, more interesting synergies may emerge (Alvesson and Billing, 1997; Diamond and Quinby, 1988; Fraser, 1987; Pollert, 1996; Sawicki, 1991; Smircich and Calas, 1995) . To move towards integration, however, we need to understand why this separation has occurred and why it has been perpetuated.
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Evaluating the Validity of CritiQues ofFeminist Theory Some critical theorists offer reasons why feminist theory can be legitimately excluded from consideration. Some of these criticisms are well founded, at least for some kinds of feminist theory, and others are based on misconceptions. Does feminist theory focus primarily on privileged women and therefore fail to critiQue hegemony ? Some critical theorists assert that feminist theory focuses onthe concerns of middle class white women who want more access to well-paid managerial and professional jobs. Because of this focus on the interests of women of privilege, these critical theorists argue, feminist theory does not challenge the hegemony of models of organization that assume the immutability and even desirability of hierarchy, division of labor, class differences, and capitalism (e.g. Alvesson and Wilhnott, 1992, p. 6 ).
To assess the validity of this critique, let us turn first to the feminist change literature discussed above. As can be seen in Table 2 , in agreement with this critique, much of the research on the first three strategies has tended to treat women as a homogeneous category, not acknowledging and exploring the effects of racial, ethnic, and class differences on women's experiences. Also in accord with this critique, much of the and other cultural factors. The experiences of African-American women (e.g. Bell, 1990; Bell, Denton, and Nkomo, 1993; Collins, 1990; hooks, 1981) and Hispanic women (e.g. Calas, 1992; Hurtado, 1999; Zavella, 1991) , in particular, have been extensively explored.
Other feminist scholarship has explored the ways colonial and post-colonial histories have affected the material conditions and subjectivities ofwomen, especially in less industrialized countries (e.g. Calas and Smircich, 1993; Minh-ha, 1989; Spivak, 1987) . Ofparticular relevance, given the class focus of critical theory, a large, and longstanding feminist literature has focused on the experiences ofworking class women holding clerical, manufacturing, and servicejobs (Hartmann, 1981; Kondo, 1990; Pringle, 1988; Young, 1991) . A branch of feminism has placed class issues at the forefront of feminist analysis (e.g. Acker, 1990) , often with a socialist-feminist (class.
first) or feminist-socialist (gender first) orientation that challenges assumptions of capitalism by exploring its basis in class-based partriarchal systems (e.g. Eisenstein,. 1983; Haraway, 1985; Hartmann, 1981; Young, 1980) . Some critical theorists have argued that feminist scholarship should not focus on helping women to gain access to existing hierarchies, by increasing their skills and competencies, because that individually focused change strategy does not seek to change existing hierarchical arrangements that perpetuate class, as well as gender and racial, inequalities. In accord with this critique, the first four change strategies do not attempt major structural change ofhierarchical arrangements, although the fourth approach hopes to achieve major changes in gender equity for women of all classes, through small, Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 26 incremental steps. However, this critique is not an apt criticism of the last two, more radical change strategies.
To explore this critique in more detail, feminist scholarship that fails to critique hegemony, and prefers instead to focus on preparing women ofprivilege to enter wellpaid managerial and professional positions in male-dominated hierarchies, should exhibit several distinguishing characteristics. Several of these characteristics are assessed below.
Versions of feminist theory that fail to critique hegemony should focus on helping individual women to gain entry to hierarchies, rather than working to change the surrounding context. When individual shortcomings are blamed for observed inequalities, meritocratic assumptions remain unchallenged. Only the first strategy, "Fixing the women," has this tendency to focus on changing individual women. However, when women encounter problems of adjustment to male-dominated systems, in strategythree, "adding women and stirring," their difficulties are often attributed to individual shortcomings. The remaining four change strategies attend more to altering the surrounding context, rather than blaming individual women for difficulties, although these change strategies vary in the extent to which they seek to alter that context.
Next, a feminist theory that does not seek major alterations in existing arrangements might well take the position that women should assimilate to the norms of male-dominated systems, rather than focusing on changing those gendered norms. Only "Fixing the women" and "Adding women and stirring" take an assimilationist position; the remaining strategies work on changing the context rather than asking individual women to conform to norms created by and for men.
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Finally, approaches that do not seek to alter existing hegemonic arrangements generally give primacy to instrumental goals, such as maximizing organizational efficiency, effectiveness, and profitability or seeking individual career success, as measured by pay and promotions. The first strategy, "Fixing the women," does give priority to these kinds of instrumental goals. The second strategy, "Valuing the feminine," calls for revaluing traditionally feminine characteristics, such as caring for others' emotional well-being. Often, but not always, advocates of this strategy (and its variants) argue that these feminine characteristics may also serve instrumental functions for an organization, as when a warm, canng management style or improved interpersonal relations improve team productivity (e.g. Fletcher, 1999) . The remaining strategies have dual objectives, one of which is instrumental, and the other, focused on gender equity.
None ofthe feminist strategies reviewed here deny the importance of instrumental objectives, although strategies with dual objectives do not give instrumental goals unchallenged primacy. In the last two strategies, "Creating new organizational structures"
and "Transforming gendered society" gender. equity objectives are equal to or greater in importancethan instrumental goals. In summary, to equate all of feminist thinking with work congruent with the first three change strategies is to exclude from consideration precisely those aspects of feminist work most relevant to critical theory. This critique involves a misunderstanding of feminist ideology. Most versions feminism do not seek to reverse gender inequalities, puffing women ahead of men, but rather seek to eradicate gender inequalities while, for some issues (such as pregnancy), acknowledging and preserving some differences. Nevertheless, in a limited sense, this critique is merited, especially with regard to two change strategies, "Valuing the feminine" and "Creating new organizational structures." It is likely that these strategies would create organizational contexts where some men (and some women) would feel uncomfortable and would find it difficult to conform to some organizational norms, much like many women now react with discomfort to some male-dominated organizational contexts. The third strategy, "Adding women and stirring," is sometimes interpreted as calling for giving women a temporary advantage, at the entry level, so they will have equal opportunity to achieve. However, this third strategy is not usually formulated in terms ofnecessarily achieving equal outcomes (equal opportunity at entry is the focus), so no generalized, long-term domination by women is anticipated or achieved. The remaining three change strategies "Fixing the women," "Adding women and stirring,"
"Making small, deep cultural changes," and "Transforming gendered societies" are striving for forms of gender equality and equity, not seeking to put women in a position superior to men.
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In more general tenns, there are versions of feminist theory that privilege traditionally feminine practices (e.g. Fletcher, 1999; Rosener, 1995) , for example, lauding women's distinctive "ways ofknowing" or "feminineways of leading." Other feminists argue that becauseof their positions in patriarchal societies, women have a distinctively insightful vantage point from which to see and criticize traditional gender arrangements (e.g. Hartsock, 1983) , an approach termed feminist~'standpoint" theory. However, in spite of these reasons for advocating temporary or more permanent pre-eminence for women~s views, most feminist theorists refrain from advocating the domination of men by women. Most contemporary feminists are more likely to challenge dichotomous conceptualizations of sex and gender, and seek the abolishment, rather than the reversal, of systems of domination.
Is feminist theory incomplete, or narrow, unless it includes study of men, the constraints of masculinities, and relations between genders? Is critical theory broader because it considers abstract topics, such as technocracy and ecological problems, that pertain to both genders ? A related critique is that feminist theory focuses primarily on the concerns of women, rather than exploringrelations between the genders, and in particular, the ways masculinities constrain men. Some Critical Theorists have argued that feminism is too narrow unless it expands its focus to include men and masculinity, and becomes a study of gender relations rather than feminism (e.g. Alvesson and Billing, 1997, p. 180) . In more general terms, relations between the genders is a tacit subtext orpartial focus of much feminist thinking, particularly in work that examines processes of domination, the creation and perpetuation of gender inequalities, and the interdependence ofideas about masculinities and femininities. A focus on gender relations is particularly visible in the feminist work that deconstructs attempts to separate public and private spheres ofinfluence (e.g., Hochschild, 1989; J. Martin, 1990; Rosenberg, 1982) , showing how work and family concerns affect each other, for both men and women. Feminist scholars,x particularly in the United Kingdom, (e.g. Collinson, 1988; Collinson and Hearn, 1996; Collinson and Knights, 1986) have shown how stereotypes of masculinity constrain men, and women, in a variety of working settings, ranging from the shop floor to the executive suite. Sexuality at work is another arena (e.g. Heam and Parkin, 1987) where a focus on both men and women (primarily those who are heterosexual) is evident.
This kind of expansion of feminist thought is essential, but it is understandable that feminist scholars, after years of exclusion and marginalization, would want to focus primarily on the concerns ofwomen. However, if feminist thought is to make greater progress achieving change in gender equity, women cannot do it by themselves, long term; even separatist havens need to find ways of surviving in environments where their ideology is not shared. Consideration ofthe constraining effects of men's roles and our Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 31 ideas ofmasculinity must be part of any major, long lasting change in relations between the genders. Gender relations at work, for example, are unlikely to change, unless gender relations at home are altered, and change in both arenas will involve men. In general terms, then, this critique is a point well taken. However, as long as the interests and practices of the "other" gender are ignored or distorted, there will be a need for feminism to focus, disproportionately, on women and the constraints of assumptions about femininities.
A related critique of feminist theory also merits analysis: the idea that Critical
Theory is broader than feminist theory. For example, Alvesson and Willmott (1992, p. 9) state this critique explicitly and cogently:
[Critical Theory] has the strength of being sufficiently broad to serve as a source of critical reflection on a large number of central issues in management studies:
epistemological issues, notions of rationality and progress, technocracy and social engineering, autonomy and control, communicative action, power and ideology.
In comparison, Marxist, Foucauldian and feminist perspectives are more specialized and restricted.
In direct contradiction to the critique of narrowness, feminist theory is exceptionally broad in its focus, in part because it arose in an explicitly interdisciplinary context. In many universities, the "one woman in each department t' would meet in informal interdisciplinary gatherings. To illustrate the resulting breadth of feminist inquiry, reconsider each disciplinary or topic area mentioned in Alvesson and Willmott's critique. Feminist studies relevantto each of these issues have shown how these broad and apparently gender neutral phenomena are not gender neutral: epistemology (e.g.
Feminist Theory and Critical Theory Page 32 Benhabib, 1984; Harding and Hintikka, 1983; Knights, 1992) ; rationality (e.g. Mumby and Putnam, 1992) ; progress (e.g. Brenner, 1987; Lorde, 1983; Minh-ha, 1989 ); technocracy and social engineering (e.g. De Laurentis, 1984; Haraway, 1985) ; autonomy and control (e.g. Calas, 1993; Fraad, Resnick, and Wolf, 1989) ; communicative action (e.g. Hall, 1993; Kerfoot and Knights, 1993; Kristeva,1977) ; power and ideology (e.g. Butler and Scott, 1992; Smith, 1990) . Any domain of inquiry is by definition narrow if it excludes women's concerns.Xi Much oforganizational theory, and much of critical theory (including Critical Theory), does just that -claim to study all of an abstract noun, like bureaucracy ormanagement, without exploring the ways that ostensibly gender neutral ideas and practices reflect gendered assumptions about both masculinity and femininity.
Only by combining the strengths ofthese traditions, and including assumptions about masculinity as well as femininity, will either of these traditions gain the breadth needed.
To summarize this analysis of critiques of feminist,theory, it is clear that feminist
• theory no longer focuses exclusively or even primarily on privileged white women. The intersections of gender with, for example, race, ethnicity, and class are all prominent features of contemporary feminist analysis. There are many varieties of feminist theory that do not focus on success within existing organizational hierarchies (seeking instrumental goals of individual career success, consumerism, etc.). These versions of feminist theory advocate system-wide change. The goal ofmost versions of feminist theory is not to reverse existing gender inequalities, as that would replace one system of domination with another. The goal, rather, is to challenge and hopefully change aspects of social relations that create the need for one group to dominate another. These are goals that many critical theorists, including some Critical Theorists, share. (Alvesson and Deetz, 1996, p. 202) .
Similarly, as indicated in the evaluation of the six feminist change strategies, feminist theory has generally focused more on critiquing the status quo, exposing gendered inequalities; it has not shown us how, effectively, to reduce or eradicate those inequalities. Perhaps if critical theorists and feminist theorists were to work together on problems of change, unexpected synergies would arise. Gherardi (1995) argues that flirtation on the job eases male discomfort with women in professional roles, creating a more pleasurable atmosphere for women as well as men. In contrast, U.S. feminists are more likely to consider the expectation of flirtation with male co-workers to be demeaning and a possible, tepid precursor to sexual harassment. It is possible that the meaning and behavioral expectations (ofsexual interest) associated with flirtation differ internationally.
In contrast, when men are solos in a group of women, they are more likely to be fussed over, selected as leader, and generally made to feel welcome (Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff and Ruderman, 1978) .
V~Even if numbers ofwomen do increase in selected previously male-dominatedjob categories, such as bank tellers (Strober and Arnold, 1987) , symphony orchestras (Allemendinger and Hackman, 1995), or college administrators (Pfeffer and Davis-Blake, 1987) , the job usually "tips," becoming all-female rather rapidly, with a concomitant decrease in pay and prestige.vI Professors of organizational behavior, marketing, and psychology should beware, given the increasing numbers of female Ph.D. students we are producing.
am indebted to Professor Myra Strober for pointing this out. Again, I am grateful to Professor Strober for raising these questions. "Relatively,' in part because women faculty are still rare in business schools (J. Martin, 1994) .
xiThjS is not to say that in some domains, most women may have the same concerns as men. Furthermore, as Alvesson and Willmott (1992, 
